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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of the study was to determine whether there was a

significant difference between the scores obtained by pupils on the

study's evaluative instruments as applied bar the skill-content,

guidance, and combination approaches of teaching reading in special

reading classes to children who have reading difficulty.

The hypothesis involved four basic procedures: (1) the analysis

of variance and t tests of the mean gains of scores obtained by pupils

within the guidance and skill-content approaches; (2) the analysis of

variance and t tests of the mean gains of scores obtained by pupils

within the guidance and combination approaches; (3) the analysis of

variance and t tests of the mean gains of scores obtained by pupils

within the skill-content and combination approaches; and (4) the

analysis of variance and t tests of the mean gains of ratings obtained

by pupils in each approach on a special reading teacher rating scale.

The guidance approach (as used in this study) identified factors

of emotional and social adjustment, and provided activities designed to

aid in pupil growth. Reading skills typically included in teaching

children in special reading classes were not recommended for inclusion

in class nor were they identified. It was recognized that the special

reading teachers had background and training oriented toward traditional

reading instruction rather than guidance techniques, and the guidance

approach did not exclude direct reading instruction or utilization of
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reading materials. In fact, wide reading of an independent nature was

encouraged and pupil questions were given attention whether related to

reading skills, understanding self, or social and emotional adjustment

to environment.

The skill-content approach involved activities aimed at teaching

directly the skills used in reading such as building a sight vocabulary,

phonetic analysis, structural analysis, use of context clues and com-

prehension development.

The combination approach combined the guidance approach and the

skill-content approach. Time was shared equally in class presentation.

Four Indiana school corporations participated in the study. Popu-

lation centers were located in six elementary school buildings. The

population consisted of three hundred sixty children from the interme-

diate grades. The pupils were from varied socio-economic backgrounds

and their intellectual quotients ranged from 87 to 115. Students

designated as eligible to participate in special reading classes were

more than one year below the reading achievement of their current grade

placement. A reading expectancy grade level was determined for each

child. The California Reading Test and the Gray Oral Reading Test were

used to determine reading levels and achievement. These tests were

administered on the tlrst., sixtieth, and one hundred twentieth day of

the study. A special reading teacher rating scale was completed on

each of the pupils at the completion of the study.



Conclusions

1. The null hypotheses of the study ware rejected because the F

Ratio was significant at the .01 level of confidence.

2. There was a significant difference in achievement on the

California Reading Test, the Gray Oral Reading Test, and the special

reading teacher rating scale at all intervals between the mean gains

at the .01 level of confidence in favor of the guidance approach over

the skill-content approach, and the combination approach ovar the

skill-ccntent approach.

3. There was no significant difference in achievement on the

California Reading Test in the mean gains of the guidance approach and

the combination approach between the first and sixtieth day and the

first and one hundred twentieth day of the study.

4. There was a significant difference in achievement on the

California Reading Test between the mean gains at the .05 level of

confidence in favor of the guidance approach over the combination

approach between the sixtieth and one hundred twentieth day of the

study.

5. There was a significant difference in achievement on the Graz

Oral Reading Test and the special reading teacher rating scale at all

evaluative intervals between the mean gains at the .01 level of confi-

dence in favor of the guidance approach over the combination approach.

6. It would appear that focusing on guidance by the special

reading teacher provides experiences for students in special reading



- 4 -

classes which lead to initially higher performance on reading achieve-

ment tests in the segments of time utilized in this study. It seems

that this initial "freedom to try" which was acquired from the guidance

approach by tha child would be profitably followed by the direct ter.ch-

ing of reading to the child.

Recommendations

1. This study represents one of the exploratory investigations

utilizing a specifically designed guidance approach in the school

setting to aid in the social and emotional adjustment of children to

their environment. Further basic research with children in this area

is strongly recommended. The possibility of utilization of similarly

directed guidance approaches for children who are achieving below

expectations in academic areas other than reading, or the utilization

of the guidance approach in the regular classroom should be investigated.

2. A similar study using different population samples based on

4ifferent types of environmental stratification would broaden under-

standing of the possibilities of appropriate guidance approach use.

3. Studies should be expanded beyond the scope of ehis investi-

gation to include the utilization of additional standardized and

informal testing for both reading achievement and personality rating.

4. Studies might well expand ehe rationale framework of the

guidance approach to incorporate teacher judgments of materials and

lesson frameworks, and a coordination of all materials for a consistency

of quality.
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5. A longitudinal study could be undertaken to determine the

lasting effects of the guidance approach upon children as they cope with

their reading difficulties. It is suggested that such a study be of

sufficient length to follow pupils from grades four through nine. This

would provide evidence regarding both initial and long-range impact on

pupil achievement of such an instructional program. Evidence may be

gathered indicating the most appropriate grade level, time length, and

extent of total curriculum commitment for such guidance oriented

approaches.

6. Further investigation in time period combination may help to

determine the appropriate balance of the direct teaching of reading and

utilization of specifically designed guidance approaches.

7. It is strongly suggested that undergraduate and graduate

teacher training programs include experiences which would enable teachers

effectively to incorporate the understanding of guidance procedures into

their teaching.

,.-.4



STATISTICAL PROCEDURES

The data were analyzed by analysis of variance and subsequent t tests. The

null hypothesis was tested at the .01 and .05 levels of confidence.

The F Ratio, derived from analysis of variance, refutes the null hypothesis

for means by demonstrating differences which would be unlikely to have oceured by

chance. The test assumes normality of the sample and that the groupings within

the sample have equal variance. The F Ratio was used to indicate differences in

means obtained on seven variables by the three teaching approaches.

The t tests evaluated mean differences obtained on the seven variables between

the three teaching approaches when the F Ratio had refuted the null hypothesis.

Examination of the Null Hypothesis

Null Hypothesis 1. There are no significant differences between the means of

the scores achieved on the California Readir_g_i Test and the pray Oral Reading Test

between the first and sixtieth days, the sixtieth and one hundred twentieth day,

and the first and one hundred twentieth day of the study by pupils in:

a. Guidance approach sections and skill-content approach sections.

b. Combination approach sections and guidance approach sections.

c. Skill-content approach sections and combination approach sections.

The null hypothesis was rejected because the F Ratio was significant at the

.01 level of confidence. (See Table 8)

The t tests were utilized to analyze mean differences pair-wise among the

three teaching approaches. The t of critical difference was employed. (See Table 9)

The critical difference formula, d=t)( 2 m57 , was used. Conclusions based on the

t tests follow:

1. Mean gains by approach sections on the California Reading Test between

the first and sixtieth day of the study were:

a. Significant at the .01 level of confidence in favor of the
guidance approach over the skill-content approaca, and the
combination approach over the skill-content approach.

b. Not significant between the guidance and the combination approaches.



2. Mean gains by approach sections on the California Reading Test between

the sixtieth and one hundred twentieth day of the study were:

a. Significant at the .01 level of confidence in favor of the
guidance approach over the skill-content approach, and the
combination approach over the skill-content approach.

b. Significant at the .05 level of confidence in favor of the
guidance approach over the combination approach.

3. Mean gains by approach sections on the California Reading Test between

the first and one hundred twentieth day of the sZ:udy were:

a. Significant at the .01 level of confidence in favor of the
guidance approach over the skill-content approach, and the
combination approach over the skill-content approach.

b. Not significant between the guidance approach and the com-
bination approach.

4. Mean gains by approach sections on the Gray Oral Reading Test between

the first and sixtieth day of the study were:

a. Significant at the .01 level of confidence in favor of the
guidance approach over the skill-content approach, the
combination approach over the skill-content approach, and
the guidance approach over the combination approach.

5. Mean gains by approach sections on the GrtLy_ Oral Reading Test between

the sixtieth and one hundred twentieth day of the study were:

a. Significant at the .01 level of confidence in favor of the
guidance approach over the skill-content approach, the
combination approach over the skill-content approach, and
the guidance approach over the combination approach.

6. Mean gains by approach sections on the Gray Oral Malin& Test between

the first and one hundred twentieth day of the study were:

a. Significant at the .01 level of confidence in favor of the
guidance approach over the skill-content approach, the
combination approach over the skill-content approach, and
the guidance approach over the combination approach.

Null Hypothesis 2. There are no significant differences between the means

of the special reading teacher scale ratings obtained by pupils in:

a. Guidance approach sections and skill-content approach sections.

b. Combination approach sections and guidance approach sections.

c. Skill-contentapproach sections and combination approach sections.
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The null hypothesis was rejected because the F Ratio was significant at the

.01 level of confidence. (See Table 8)

The t tests indicated that there was a significant difference in means at the

.01 level of confidence in favor of the guidance approach over the skill-content

approach, the combination approach over the skill-content approach, and the

guidance approach over the combination approach. (See Table 9)
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